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FRANK PAUL LUKACS,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

DONNA E. SHALALA, SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVI CES; HAROLD E. VARMUS, Dr., Direc-
tor, National Institute of Health; R CHARD
CLAUSNER, Dr ., Director, Nat i onal Cancer
I nstitute; BEVERLY LOTT WATT, Chi ef, Research
Contracts Branch, National Cancer I|nstitute;
DAVI D SNI GHT, Chi ef, Research Contracts
Branch, Division of Contracts and Grants, OA,
OD, National Institute of Health; PHLIP
AMORUSO, Executive Director, National Cancer
I nstitute; MAXI NE RI CHARDSON, Equal Enpl oynent
OQpportunity Manager, National Cancer Insti-
tute; MARI ANNE WAGNER, Personnel Oficer,
Nat i onal Cancer Institute; DI ANE ARMSTRONG
Equal Enpl oynent Opportunity Director, Nation-
al Institute of Health; JAMVES KING Director,
O fice of Personnel Managenent; SANDRA THOVAS,
Equal Enpl oynment Opportunity Manager, Nati onal
Cancer Institute,

Def endants - Appell ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Greenbelt. Peter J. Messitte, District Judge. (CA-
96- 2913- PIM




Submitted: January 15, 1998 Deci ded: January 26, 1998

Bef ore MURNAGHAN and LUTTIG Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Senior
Circuit Judge.

Affirmed in part and dism ssed in part by unpublished per curiam
opi ni on.

Frank Paul Lukacs, Appellant Pro Se. Earle Bronson WI son, OFFICE
OF THE UNI TED STATES ATTORNEY, Baltinore, Maryl and, for Appell ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeals the district court's orders: (1) adopting
the magistrate judge's recomrendation and striking a portion of
Appel l ant's 540 page brief in opposition to a Motion to Dism ss;
(2) dism ssing without prejudice twenty notions Appellant filedin
relationto his civil conplaint and directing that all partiesfile
no further notions; and (3) returning to Appellant his Mtion for
Partial Summary Judgnent and his Motion for Reconsideration of the
order dism ssing the twenty notions, both of which were filed after
the court had ordered the parties not to file any additiona
not i ons.

W find that the district court did not abuse its discretion
i n di smssing Appellant's Motion for Injunctive Relief. See Bl ack-

wel der Furniture Co. v. Seilig Mg. Co., 550 F.2d 189, 195-96 (4th

Cir. 1977). Accordingly, we affirmthe denial of injunctiverelief.

We dismiss the appeal of the remamining orders for |ack of
jurisdiction because the orders are not appeal able. This court may
exercise jurisdiction only over final orders, 28 US. C. § 1291
(1994), and certaininterlocutory and col |l ateral orders, 28 U S. C.

§ 1292 (1994); Fed. R Cv. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial |ndus.

Loan Corp., 337 U S. 541 (1949). The orders here appealed are

neither final orders nor appeal able interlocutory or collateral

orders.



We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | ega
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RMED I N PART, DI SM SSED | N PART




